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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

1. Applicant's arguments filed 8/1 1/2009 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

2. Applicant argued the Merrill and Powers references both failed to teach 
performing the client application with the subset of resources to provide information 
such that at least two of the resources are presented simultaneously. When dealing 
with animation, using multiple simultaneously presented "resources" can be found in 
films as far back as Winsor McKay's "Gertie the Dinosaur" from 1914. Merrill stated that 
having multiple resources presented simultaneously was well known in the background 
of the invention. "Consider the following scenario: during a short segment of an 
animated display, two characters are on-screen doing a vaudeville routine." Two 
characters on-screen can be considered multiple resources presented simultaneously. 
Column 1, lines 21-23. "To synchronize actions of two or more characters..." Column 
2, line 27. Further, each animation will include multiple frames and pixels. While the 
frames could be considered to not be displayed simultaneously, the pixels are displayed 
simultaneously. Further see column 5, lines 5-18, where a football and goalposts are 
defined as independent groups of contiguous pixels, which are at least two resources 
which are presented simultaneously. Column 9, lines 52-53: "A constructed frame of 
animation can have a number of disparate pieces which are not necessarily 
contiguous." 
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3. Applicant argued that Merrill failed to disclose the resources are independently 
retrievable. There is no definition in the specification for "independently retrievable." 
The specification does not even include the words "independently retrievable." 
Therefore, downloading something from a web site - regardless of whether it is 
downloaded in its entirety or by increments - is retrieving the resource independently 
based on the best possible construction of the claim language given the intrinsic and 
extrinsic evidence presented by Applicant. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-3, 5, 25-27 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Merrill et al. (US 6,369,821) in view of Powers et al. (US 6,362,817). 

6. In regard to claim 1 , Merrill disclosed a method of providing information on a 
client, the method comprising: 

determining by the client a subset of the resources that the client application 
requires, each of the resources having a version, at least two of the resources having a 
different version; Merrill, column 15, lines 40-61. Applicant's specification references 
assets of an object to include appearance and sound of an animated character, such as 
different positions of a mouth of a character based on a phrase being said. 
Specification, page 13, [0049]. Merrill teaches a client application determining if 
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animations present on the local computer have the most recent version, or need to be 
superceded by a newer version of the animation. 

retrieving the subset of the resources by version; and Downloading the newest 
version of the animation. Merrill, column 15, lines 55-61; column 16, lines 1-8 

performing the client application with the subset of resources to provide 
information such that at least two of the resources are presented simultaneously. 
Merrill, column 15, lines 59-61; column 9, lines 52-53. 

Merrill failed to disclose receiving on the client a client application, the client 
application requiring a plurality of resources to execute. 

Powers disclosed the use of a client computer to access HTML graphical files 
over the Internet. Powers, column 5, lines 44-53. Powers stored portions of the 
relevant media files to be displayed locally at the client machine. Powers, column 6, 
lines 62-64. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention that in order to use Merrill to display animation in a distributed computing 
fashion, as suggested by Merrill when Merrill downloads updates of animation over the 
Internet, that Merrill could be expanded to displaying animation in a client-server 
environment by implementing a downloadable graphical environment such as the HTML 
and VRML environments taught by Powers. 

Merrill allowed for multiple animations in a character data file (Merrill, column 15, 
lines 1 -1 4). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention that each of the animations in Merrill could have different version updates 
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(Merrill, column 15, lines 46-53) to allow the graphics designer on the server side to 
update different animations as they would choose. 

7. In regard to claim 2, Merrill further disclosed the resources include assets, asset 
bags, scenes, audio files, or graphics files. Merrill, column 15, lines 40-61. Applicant's 
specification references assets of an object to include appearance and sound of an 
animated character, such as different positions of a mouth of a character based on a 
phrase being said. Specification, page 13, [0049]. Merrill teaches a client application 
determining if animations present on the local computer have the most recent version, 
or need to be superceded by a newer version of the animation. 

8. In regard to claim 3, Merrill further disclosed the client application is an 
interactive application. Merrill, column 3, line 59 - column 4, line 6; column 3, lines 25- 
59; column 5, lines 19-31. 

9. In regard to claim 5, Merrill further disclosed retrieving includes retrieving the 
subset of resources from an application server. Merrill, column 15, lines 40-59. 

10. Claim 25 is substantially the same as claim 1 . 

1 1 . Claim 26 is substantially the same as claim 2. 

12. Claim 27 is substantially the same as claim 3. 

13. Claim 29 is substantially the same as claim 5. 

14. Claims 4, 6-1 0, 28, 30-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Merrill et al. (US 6,369,821) in view of Powers et al. (US 6,362,817) 
and further in view of Toyama et al. (US 7,068,309). 
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15. In regard to claim 4, Merrill in view of Powers failed to disclose using a peer 
system to download files. Toyama disclosed a peer-to-peer system for exchanging 
image files. Toyama, column 3, lines 38-39. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention that the addition of a peer-to-peer system 
with server backup to the Merrill/Powers combination would have allowed for decreased 
internet bandwidth usage, faster local file downloads, and redundancy if a peer-to-peer 
local network fails. 

16. Claim 28 is substantially the same as claim 4. 

17. In regard to claim 6, Merrill in view of Powers failed to disclose a two tiered 
system of checking a second client for the presence of a resource, and if the second 
client did not have the resource, then loading it from a server. 

18. Toyama disclosed a peer-to-peer system for exchanging image files. Toyama, 
column 3, lines 38-39. If both peer clients are on-line at the same time, the two clients 
transfer the image file directly without use of a server cache. Toyama, column 4, lines 
35-38. A client can also download the image file directly from the server cache. 
Toyama, column 4, lines 13-34. 

19. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention that the addition of a peer-to-peer system with server backup to the 
Merrill/Powers combination would have allowed for decreased internet bandwidth 
usage, faster local file downloads, and redundancy if a peer-to-peer local network fails. 

20. Claim 30 is substantially the same as claim 6. 
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21. In regard to claim 7, Merrill disclosed a method of providing an interactive 
application on a client, the method comprising: 

determining a subset of the resources that the client application requires to 
perform the scene, at least two of the resources being independently retrievable; Merrill, 
column 15, lines 40-61 . Applicant's specification references assets of an object to 
include appearance and sound of an animated character, such as different positions of 
a mouth of a character based on a phrase being said. Specification, page 13, [0049]. 
Merrill teaches a client application determining if animations present on the local 
computer have the most recent version, or need to be superceded by a newer version 
of the animation. The downloading of an animation from a remote site that has a new 
version is a resources that is required to perform the scene that is independently 
retrievable 

retrieving the subset of the resources by version; and Downloading the newest 
version of the animation. Merrill, column 15, lines 55-61; column 16, lines 1-8 

performing the client application with the subset of resources to provide 
information. Merrill, column 15, lines 59-61. 

Merrill failed to disclose receiving from an application server a client application 
and a scene, the scene defining an interaction between a plurality of resources 
simultaneously presented to a user and the client application being configured to 
interpret and execute the scene. 

Powers disclosed the use of a client computer to access HTML graphical files 
over the Internet. Powers, column 5, lines 44-53. Powers stored portions of the 
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relevant media files to be displayed locally at the client machine. Powers, column 6, 
lines 62-64. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention that in order to use Merrill to display animation in a distributed computing 
fashion, as suggested by Merrill when Merrill downloads updates of animation over the 
Internet, that Merrill could be expanded to displaying animation in a client-server 
environment by implementing a downloadable graphical environment such as the HTML 
and VRML environments taught by Powers. 

Merrill allowed for multiple animations in a character data file (Merrill, column 15, 
lines 1 -1 4). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention that each of the animations in Merrill could have different version updates 
(Merrill, column 15, lines 46-53) to allow the graphics designer on the server side to 
update different animations as they would choose. 

22. Powers and Merrill failed to disclose a two tiered system of checking a second 
client for the presence of a resource, and if the second client did not have the resource, 
then loading it from a server. 

23. Toyama disclosed a peer-to-peer system for exchanging image files. Toyama, 
column 3, lines 38-39. If both peer clients are on-line at the same time, the two clients 
transfer the image file directly without use of a server cache. Toyama, column 4, lines 
35-38. A client can also download the image file directly from the server cache. 
Toyama, column 4, lines 13-34. 

24. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention that the addition of a peer-to-peer system with server backup to the 
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Merrill/Powers combination would have allowed for decreased internet bandwidth 
usage, faster local file downloads, and redundancy if a peer-to-peer local network fails. 

25. In regard to claim 8, Merrill further disclosed the client application is an 
interactive application. Merrill, column 3, line 59 - column 4, line 6; column 3, lines 25- 
59; column 5, lines 1 9-31 . 

26. In regard to claim 9, Merrill further disclosed determining is performed by 
traversing an activity graph. Applicant's specification states an activity graph "includes 
a series of nodes and relationships between those nodes. The nodes define an activity 
or action and the relationship between the nodes represents the sequence of nodes." 
Specification, page 1 1 , [0044]. Merrill disclosed a system of implementing the 
animation system based on how many times a client retrieved a particular animation. 
Merrill, column 16, lines 35-57. This meets Applicant's definition of traversing an activity 
graph. 

27. In regard to claim 10, Merrill further disclosed the resources include assets, asset 
bags, scenes, audio files, or graphics files. Merrill, column 15, lines 40-61. Applicant's 
specification references assets of an object to include appearance and sound of an 
animated character, such as different positions of a mouth of a character based on a 
phrase being said. Specification, page 13, [0049]. Merrill teaches a client application 
determining if animations present on the local computer have the most recent version, 
or need to be superceded by a newer version of the animation. 

28. Claim 31 is substantially the same as claim 7. 

29. Claim 32 is substantially the same as claim 8. 
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30. Claim 33 is substantially the same as claim 9. 

31. Claim 34 is substantially the same as claim 10. 

Conclusion 

32. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jeffrey R. Swearingen whose telephone number is 
(571 )272-3921 . The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Vivek Srivastava can be reached on 571-272-7304. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Jeffrey R. Swearingen 

Examiner 

Art Unit 2445 

/J. R. S.l 

Examiner, Art Unit 2445 



A/IVEK SRIVASTAVA/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2445 



